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Reg. No. 25641-112 

P.O. Box 7001 Unit A4C fi E 
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FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT- OF ■ CALIFORNIA 



i:1 3 CV 11 2 Z LJO SKG 



LEONARD BROWN 



Plaintiff, 



COMPLAINT UNDER FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 
(FOIA), PURSUANT TO 5 U.S.C. § 552(a)(4)(B), 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF COMPLAINT; TO IN- 
CLUDE AFFIDAVIT AND EX. A-B AND C 



v. 



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ) 
DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION, ) 

Defendant. ) 

COMES NOW THE Plaintiff Leonard Brown Pro Se, and pursunt to 5 U.S.C. § 552(a) 
(4)(B), respectfully moves the court jf or an order that the United States Justice 
Department, Drug Enforcement Administratation (DEA) , release requested unredacted 
documents that are not exempt under 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(7)(C), or submit a Vaughn 
index, based on the fact that there is a public : interest in the alleged Government 
wrongdoing, related to an intentional violation of the 4th Amendment, where the 
Government has committed perjury and fraud upon the court in the concealment of 
Hilliard Hughes' status as a secret informant in order to fraudulently establish 
necessity for the TT7 wiretap request. The Government's illegal activity of con- 
cealing Hughes' status as an infoumant can be confirmed in the unredacted EX. A 
at p. 3, para. 8. 




ceivE@ 



JUL 1 9 2013 
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Plaintiff's complaint under Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) pursuant to 
5 thS.C. § 552(a)(4)(B) , .is based on the attached memorandum and points of authori- 
ties s and any further evidence that the court may wish to consider* 



Dated: ^^^^ S>^^l2> Respectfully submitted, 



Leonard Brown Pro Se 
Reg. No. 25641-112 
P.O. Box 7001 Unit A AC 
Taft, CA. 83268 
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STATEMENT OF FACTS 



On or about December 27, 2012, I filed a Freedom of Information/Privacy Act 
(FOI/PA) request, addressed to the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), I 
requested the unredacted January 13, 2004, DEA-6 report of investigation pertain- 
ing to theVprof f er f of government a witness Hilliard Hughes,, I ^provided the DEA with a . 
copy of the redacted January 13, 2004 DEA-6 report of investigation. On or about 
January 28, 2013, I received a letter from the Drug Enforcement Administration F0I/ 
Records Management Section located at 8701 Morrissette Drive, Springfield, Virginia 
22152, the letter indicated the case number 13-00159-F, and informed DEA f s denial 
of my F0IA request. On or about February 14, 2013, I filed an appeal to the Office 
of Information Policy, On or about March 05, 2013, I received a letter from the 
Office of Information Policy which informed me of the assigned appeal number AP-2013- 
02144, On or about June 26, 2013, I received a letter from the Office of Information 
Policy, which affirmed, on "modified grounds," DEA's action on my F0IA request, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(7)(C), 



ARGUMENT 



Plaintiff Brown argues that Exemption 7(C) does not apply because disclosure 
of the unredacted five page January 13, 2004, DEA-6 report of investigation pertain- 
ing to the proffer of government witness Hilliard Hughes would not reasonably be ex- 
pected to constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal Privacy based on the 
following: The genric information in the requested document in paragraph 2, pertains 
to Hughes' relationship with Derrick Finney, paragraph 3, pertains to Hughes 1 rela- 
tionship with Gregory Edison, and paragraph 8, pertains to the answer of what caused 
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Hughes to be in Moreno Valley at Prince Bryd f s home when the PMB was seized from him. 

Plaintiff Brown argues, However, that generic information in paragraphs 2, 3, and 
8 can be disclosed without invading the privacy interests of Hughes are any other 
persons, based on the fact that the redacted answers to the questions in para. 2, 3, 
anfl 8 do not require Hughes to provide any personal information related to any persons 
address, date of birth, height, weight, eye color, or social security number, but the 
redacted January 13, 2004, DEA-6 report of investigation does in fact reveal the G-DEP 
identifier number of YNL2P, the name of Derrick Finney at para* 2, the name of Gregory 
Edison at p^ra. 3, the name of Prince Bryd at para, 8, and the name of Hilliard Hughes 
at para. 1-12. see (EX, A) 

Plaintiff Brown argues that the DEA has failed to demonstrate how the disclosure 
of the requested documents could reasonably be expected to constitute an invasion of 
any particular individuals privacy, based on the fact that the DEA has failed to pro- 
vide a Vaughn i ndex in order to adequately describe each redaction, state the exemp- 
tion claimed for each redaction, and explain why the exemption is relevant, 

VAUGHN INDEX REQUIREMENT 
Government agencies seeking to withhold documents requested under FOIA are 
required to supply the opposing party and the court with a "Vaughn index," identifying 
"each document withheld, the statutory exemption claimed, and a particularized explan- 
ation of how disclosure of the particular document would damage the interest protected 
by the claimed exemption." Wiener v. FBI . , 972, 977 (9th Cir. 1991 )♦ In meeting this 
burden, "the government may not rely upon conclusory and generalized allegations of 
exemptions." Church of Scientology of Cal. v, U.S. Dept. of the Army, 611 F.2d 738 
742 (9th Cir. 1980) (quoting Vaughn v. Rosen , 484 F.2d 820, 826, 157 U.S. App. D.C. 
340 (D.C. Cir. 1973)). 
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The Vaughn index is intended to remedy the quandary faced by a party request- 
ing documents under FOIA. In non-FOIA cases, "rules of discovery give each party 
access to the evidence upon which the court will rely in resolving the dispute 
between them." Wiener, 943 F.2d at 977 . In a FOIA case, however, the issue is 
whether one party will disclose documents to the other party. Id. Thus, only the 
party opposing disclosure has "access to all the facts." Id. "This lack of knowledge 
by the party seeking disclosure seriously distorts the traditional adversary nature 
of our legal system*" Id (quoting Vaughn v. Rosen , 484 F,2d 820,824, 157 U.S. App. 
D.C. 340 (D.C. Cir. 1973). The party requesting disclosure is forced to rely upon 
his adversary f s representations as to the material withheld, and the court is denied 
"the benefit of informed advocacy to draw its attention to the weaknesses in the 
withholding agency f s arguments." Id. The purposes of the index is thus to "afford 
the FOIA requester a meaningful opportunity to contest, and the district court an 
adequate foundation to review, the soundness of the withholding." Id. 

A Vaughn index should satisfy the following requirements: "(1) The index should 
be contained in one document, complete in itself.; (2) The index must adequately des- 
cribe each withheld document or deletion from a released document; (3) The index 
must state the exemption claimed for each deletion or withheld document, and explain 
why the exemption is relevant." Voinche v. F.B.I. , 412 F. Supp. 2d 60, 65 (D. D.C. 
2006). "Specificity is the -defining requirement of the Vaughn index." Id. at 979. 
The agency must disclose "as much information as possible without thwarting the 
claimed exemption's purpose. 

Plaintiff Brown argues that the district court should order the DEA to now move 
on to the next step audi iprodhoe<:-a . Vaughn index, based on the fact that the DEA is rely- 
ing upon conclusory and generalized allegations of exemption § 552(b)(7)(C). 
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GOVERNMENT IMPROPRIETY 
Plaintiff Brown argues that he produced evidence that would warrant a belief by 
a reasonable person that the alleged Government impropriety might have occurred ^ 
and there is an overriding public interest in the disclosure of the unredacted January 
13, 2004, DEA-6 report of investigation pertaining to the proffer of Government Hil- 
liard Hughes, which is supported by the following facts: 1) The DEA and Prosecuting 
Attorney Have committed perjury and fraud upon the Court by stating that Hilliard 
Hughes was not an informant for the DEA during the 2002-2003 PCP investigation of 
Brown, see (EX. C at p. 4), 2) The DEA and Prosecuting Attorney fraudulently concealed 
the fact that DEA Special agent Bradley Clemmer found a PCP lab in Hughes f mother f s 
garage on January 24, 2003, 3) The January 13, 2004, DEA-6 report of investigation 
^demonstrates that Hughes did in fact confirm that the PCP lab found in his mother T s 
garage was his, see (EX. A at p. 4, para. 11), 4) SA Clemmer's discovery of the PCP 
lab was not reported in the January 24, 2003, DEA-6 report of investigation or the 
February 12, 2003, Target Telephone 7 Len LNU wiretap application in order to fraudu- 
lently conceal the fact that the DEA successfully persuaded Hughes to become a secret 
informant, by allowing Hughes to dispose of the PCP lab in order to avoid prosecution 
for possession of the PCP lab, 5) The disclosure of the unredacted January 13, 2004, 
DEA-6 report of investigation will reveal that the DEA did in fact cause Hughes to be 
in Moreno Valley as an informant at Prince Byrd's home when the PMB was seized from 
Hughes in the summer of 2003, which occured after SA Clemmer ! s first seizure of PMB 
from Hughes took place on January 24, 2003, see (EX. A at p. 1, para, 1 and p. 3, 
para. 8), and 6) There has been a violation of the Fourth Amendment as a result of 
the DEA and Prosecuting Attorney fraudulently concealing Hilliard Hughes ! s status as 
a secret informant during the 2002-2003 PCP investigation of Plaintiff Brown in order to 
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fraudulently establish necessity for the illegal February 12, 2003, Target Telephone 
7 Len LNU wiretap, which was supported by an affidavit that contained intentional and 
reckless material omissions and misstatements related to the questioning of Hilliard 
Hughes and the DEA* s. claim that.it did not have any confidential sources or informants 
that could 1 fully identify Len LNU (last name unknown) aka Leonard Brown, that there 
were no confidential sources or informants to assist the DEA with physical surveillance 

of Len LNU, and that the TT7 wiretap was necessary to fully identify Len LNU* This 
was untrue, based on the fact that Hughes was Len aka Brown's business associate at 
the time that the PCP lab was discovered in Hughes 7 mother's garage on January 24,2003, 
Hughes knew about Len's illegal activities, and Hughes knew Len's full identity as 
Leonard Brown, subsequently after being indicted and arrested in September 2003, Hughes 
immediately became a Government witness, which was predicated by the secret deal offered 
by the Government that it Would not charge Hughes with possession of the PCP lab found 
in his mother's garage of January 24, 2003, which obviously was not reported or seized 
by the DEA in order to gain Hughes' cooperation as a secret informant prior to obtaining 

the February 12, 2003, Target Telephone 7 Len LNU wiretap request. 

Plaintiff Brown argues that the disclosure of the requested unredacted information 
to him, is in the overriding public interest because Prosecutorial misconduct may have 
occurred and if it did, Mr* Brown and co-defendant Bobby Thompson may have been wrong- 
fully convicted as a result of an illegal wiretap, which was supported by the DEA and * 
Prosecuting Attorney committing perjury and fraud upon the court, related to the con- 
cealment of Hilliard Hughes ' -status as a secret informant during the TT7 wiretap re- 
quest, Brown's pre-sentence plea withdrawal motion, Brown's § 2255 proceedings and 
co-defendant Bobby Thompson^ § 2255 proceedings. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
conclude that Brown has at a minimum produced evidence that would warrant a belief 
by a reasonable person that the alleged Government impropriety might have occurred, 
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under the test outlined in National Achives & Records Admin, v. Favish , 541 U.S. 
at 174. 



For the foregoing reasons, Mr Brown respectfully requests that the District 
Court issue an order, that the United States Justice Department, Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA) , submit a Vaughn index or release the requested unredacted 
January 13, 2004, DEA^6 report of investigation, because there is a public interest 
in the alleged Government impropriety, related to a 4 th* Amendment violation . 1 1 

For the points of authorities and reasons stated herein, the requested documents 
would not reasonably be expected to constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 
Hilliard Hughes 1 person privacy or any other persons, based on the fact that the 
Government only asked Hughes questions related to his PCP related activities, which 
did not appear to relate to any personal information, and there is the fact that 
Hughes was scheduled to testify at co-defendant Bobby Thompson's trial regarding the 
facts contained in the redacted January 13, 2004, DEA-6 f report of investigation, but 
the Government tactical chose not to call Hughes as a witness, in order to escape its 
obligation to produce the unredacted DEA-6 report = of investigation pursuant to F.R.C.P. 
1.16. Therefore, the requested documents are not exempt under 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(7)(C). 
see (EX. B) 



CONCLUSION 




Respectfully submitted, 




Leonard Brown Pro Se 
Reg. No. 25641-112 
P.O. Box 7001 
Taft, CA. 93268 
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EXHIBIT A 
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_*flt / 1 nviiii5iration 

IMPORT OF INVESTIGATION hpiofs 

TT^ogrern Code 1 2, Cfo** Roiaiad f55S 1 3, Fife Ne. 1 4, G-OEP wmffief 



Bradley Clewnuer, fl/A ^ 6,F4eTftte 

At Los Angeles, CA. — MKENS, Gerald 

□ 



- □ 

7. ^Closed — Requeue* Action CampJeied pi a. Date Prepared 

□ Action Weewied By: _ 01/13/04 

e. Other Office*: A/CS John J. Sieder and AUSA Janet Hudson 

10. Repnn Proffer of Riiliard flugh*s on January 13, 2004 



SYNOPSIS 

On January 13 r 2004, at approximately 11:30 a.m./ S/A Brad Cleimer, A/GS 
John Sieder and Janet Hudson conducted a proffer of Hilliard HUGHES 
related to his PCP related activities. Present at this proffer was 
Defense Attorney Mark Bloodstein, 



DETAILS 



1. AUSA Janet Hudson explained the indictment to Hilliard HUGHES. AUSA 
asked HUGHES who he was getting his chemicals from. HUGHES stated 
the he was getting his mm^mms^mmmi. ^^^^^^^^^a 

^l^^i^i^^^^^^^ According to HUGHES, NEWSOM had received 
THOMAS'S money prior to the PMB being seized in January 2003, 
HUGHES also explained that the debt to THOMAS went away when THOMAS 
was shot to death. AUSA Hudson asked HUGHES when had he meet 
THOMAS . HUGHES stated that he had known THOMAS for about three 
years. According to HUGHES THOMAS was a cook. AUSA Hudson asked 
how he was introduced to THOMAS _ HUGHES did not answer, HUGHES 



11. Distribution 1 , 
Division 

District 

Otter 



12. Signature (Agent) 



Bradley Clemmer, S/A 
14. Approved (Nome and Tide) 



Steven S. Woodland 
GS 



11 Date 

4/6/04 



15. Date 
4/6/04 



M. 1996) 



-6 
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Prerteuc edition dated W4 mav ha 
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U.S. Department of Jastiee 
Drag Enforcement Admiflistrwon 



REPORT OF INVESTIOATION 

(Continuation) 



TTSrio! 

Rl-02-0104 



3. File Title 

AIKEMS, Gerald 



YHL2P 



4. 

Page 



2 of S 



5. Program Coda 

OCD-1G0 



6. Data Prepared 
01/13/04 



stated that whan got pipe from NEWSOM it would be one or two gallon 
containers. HUSHES stated that he had purchased PCP from THOMAS , 

2. AUSA Hudson asked HUGHES what was his relationship with Derrick 
FINNEY. 




3, AUSA Hudson asked HUGHES what was relationship was Gregory EDISON- 




4. ft/GS John Sieder, asked HUGHES about words he had used during phone 
Conversations with other suspects when taking about chemicals. A/GS 
jsieder asked what the meaning of the words "RED and SILVER"* HUGHES 
jstated that RED was used for Pipe and SILVER was used for PMB. 
■HUGHES also related that Magnesium tunings are called starters, 

J^tar^ejca/ ^Jr^yataa^gi^^ i$ <ea±^Bate3EC2SgerB - HUGHES 

: 

B * Fcm -*» DEA SENSniVE 

Juit 1 996> Dnifl Enforcement Mmlntemtton 

T>is npert l« the Sffoporty of tho Drug Enfotteroeni Administration. 
Nftither h nor to content* m*y be d***mJnatad outatfa me agency to wfiteh tone*, 

ftcvigu odNon <wod 8/94 may toe wed. 
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REPORT OF FNVESTIGATtON 


1 IRAN*. 

Rl-02-0104 


1 % Identifier 
( YNL2P 




(Continuation) 






Page 3 of 


5 






Program Coda 




6, Otto Pra^awd 

01/13/04 





five- chousand""dollars per gallon;' Ether" 'is'"' between'' six hundred 
dol-laxs- and' one • thousand^ dollars'; 



S. AUSA Hudson asked HUGHES if he knew "KNOB 



6. 




A/GS John Sieder asked HUGHES if he knew Bobby THOMPSON. HUGHES K 
stated that he had meet through Leonard BROWN. Additionally, HUGHES;- 
said that he did not know if very well. 



7. A/GS SIEDER asked HUGHES if he knew where the Pipe and PMB was 

coming frosru HUGHES stated that he did not know where it was being 
obtained. 



9, A/GS John Sieder asked HUGHES what caused him to be in Mor eno V alley 
at Prince BYRD's home when the PMB was seized from him. 



9, 




A/GS Sieder as ked HUGHES .*.wh osa -r e&theax op&PG Pgc ffo ks^f o r * b o t h^gUa ij. t y 
■^^quantit y. ; 



10. A/GS Sieder showed HUGHES several photo' s. HUGHES identified one of 
. the individuals as ~ —~- m — ^— — 



__ *S asked HUGHES how long had he been using Chris 

»S0M as a chemical source of supply (SOS) . HUGHES stated that he 
had been using nswSOM for a couple of years, HUGHES also stated 
that he used MURPHY as a source for chemicals. -According*. to* HUGHES, 
BROWN^had^obtained^^^ aade) . HUGHES was asked if he 

knew of anyone who had a Hydrogenator (Used for making piperidine) , 
HUGHES stated that he believed MURPHY had a Hydrogenator, S/A 



'■■ -iA Form 

iJul. 19S6) 



6a 
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FEB-2-1-2005 17=57 LJfeH LiKUm" a& **J-> r««w*«a 

tLS. Department of Justice 
Drag Enforcement Administration 



T 



REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 

(Contwtatiofi) 



1. FtoN«. 

Rl-02-0104 



f 2. G-D£P WefflKer 

YNL2P 
j 



a. File Title 

AIKENS, Gerald 



4. 

Page 



4 of 5 



S. Program Coda 
OCD-100 



6. Data Propamd 

01/13/04 



Clemmer asked HUGHES if he had ever been Co MURPHY'S home on 

HUGHES said he had been to MURPHY' s home. S/A Clemmer 
aske^HUGHSS if he had ever seen chemicals .or PCP an MURPHY' s house. 
HUGHES related • that he had aeen three to four gallons of PCP at 
MURPHY's home, date and time unknown. A/GS Sieder asked HUGHES if 
he had heard about MURPHY' a PCP lab being seized in Riverside. 
HUGHES 3tated that MURPHY had told him about it and that it was his 
and EDISON'S. A/GS Sieder asked HUGHES if MURPHY had related how 
big the lab was. According to HUGHES, MURPHY only related that he 
took a loss and that he needed to borrow money. HIGHES said gave 
MURPHY five hundred dollars. 

S/A Clem mer asked HUGHES if he knew "JJ" 

flHPV HUGHES stated that he knows him bu^no^verywel^S/A 
Clemmer asked HUGHES if the PCP lab found in his mother's garage was 
his. HUGHES responded yes. S/A Clemmer asked HUGHES what the 
production capability of his PCP lab was. . HUGHES responded it was 
five to six gallons. 

12. A/GS Sieder asked HUGHES to explain which method he used to produce 
PCP. HUGHES stated that he used the new method. 
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1. NEWSON, Chris - 

2. THOMAS t Dave - 

3 . TAYLOR, Robbie 
.4. STALLWORTH, Davi 

/5. FINNEY, Derrick 

'6. EDISON, Gregory 

7. MURPHY, Andre - 

8. BROWN, Leonard - 

9. JOHNSON, Dwayne 

10. THOMPSON, Bobbie 
'11. BYRD, Prince - 
12. RANSOM, James 




V 



/EX Ram -6a DEA SENSITIVE 

Vu ] < 1 6**) Drug Enforcement Administration 



Thii repon b the property of ma Drug Efttoroemem Admin toatlon. 
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EXHIBIT B 

AUSA Janet C. Hudson 
AUSA Shannon P, Ryan 
October 4, 2005 

GOVERNMENT'S WITNE SS LIST 

United States v. Bobbv Lee Thompson 
CR 03-847(C)-ABC 

1 . Special Agent John Sieder 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

2. Special Agent Christopher Yohn 
Drug Enforcement Administration 

3. Special Agent Gregory Conners 
Drug Enforcement Administration 

4. Special Agent Brad Clemmer 
Drug Enforcement Administration 

5 . Special Agent John Ryan 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

6. ^Hilliard Hughes 

7. Custodian of Records 

Southern California Edison ("SCE") 

8. Detective Frank Lyga 

Los Angeles Police Department 

9. . Detective James Kaiser 

Los Angeles Police Department 

1 0. Detective David Richardson 
Los Angeles Police Department 

1 1 . Special Agent Thomas Cielecy 
Drug Enforcement Administration 

12. Custodian of Records 

Los Angeles County Recorder's Office 
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EXIHIBIT C 
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DECLARATION OF CHRISTOPHER YOHN 

1. Christopher Yohn, hereby declare and state as follows: 
1 ; I am a Special Agent with the Drug Enforcement 

dministration and have, ..been so. employed ; since.. January. 2000 _In.. 
002-2003 I was a member of HIDTA Group 45 and participated in a 
iretap investigation of PCP manufacturers in the Los Angeles 
rea . 

2. As part of this investigation, the DEA applied for a 
iretap of a telephone used' by "Chris LNU," who was subsequently 
dentified as Christopher Newson. Interception of Newson's phone 
ursuant to court order began on January 10, 2003, and terminated 
n February 8, 2003. 

3. During the 30-day period of interception of Newson's 
bone, agents intercepted calls between Newson and an individual 
e referred to as "Len." From the intercepted calls, it appeared 
hat Len was involved in supplying precursor chemicals used in 

he manufacture of PCP to PCP manufacturers. 

4. During the period of interception of Newson's phone, 
he investigating agents did not know Len' s true identity. We' 
:id know that Len was using a cellular phone subscribed to 
haunte Davis. However, I knew from my training and experience 
hat drug traffickers frequently use cell phones that are 
ubscribed in the name of third parties or fictitious names. The 
ubscriber name may be an acquaintance, a former girlfriend, a 
amily member, etc-. , or someone whose true identity and 
elationship to the target is never determined. 
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5. It is not the DEA' s practice to attempt to question the 
erson listed as the subscriber for the telephone used by a 
arget during an investigation. The subscriber, who is likely 
onnected to the target in some way, is unlikely to be willing to 
rovide any useful information about the target to law 
nforcement. An interview of the subscriber would most likely be 
ounterproductive, because there is a good chance that the 
ubscriber would tell the target about the law enforcement 
nvestigation, thereby giving the target an incentive to flee or 
edouble his efforts to conceal his identity and hide his illegal 
ctivities. 

6. Based on the calls intercepted on Newson's phone, the 
nvestigating agents decided to seek a wiretap for Len' s phone, 
hich was designated Target Telephone 7, or TT7. I began 
reparing an affidavit in support of the application for a 
iretap for TT7 . in the' first half of February 2003- At that time 

did not have any information about the name Shaunte Davis and 
ad no reason to suspect, and no way of knowing, that she was the 
:x-wife of Len or that they had children together. 

7. In preparing the affidavit for the.TT7 wiretap 
pplication, I reviewed analyses of calls made by and to TT7. 
'hese analyses were created by the. DEA from phone company 
ecords, for the purpose of trying to identify calls between TT7 
ind drug traffickers. Attached hereto is the first page of a 
•rint-out showing phone numbers and subscribers in contact with 
'T7 in late 2002 and early 2003. This print-out was run 
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scently, for the purposes of this declaration, so it may not 
irrespond exactly to the information I had when I prepared the 
.retap affidavit, but it is substantially similar. 

8. The type of information shown on the print-out would be 
)mpiled in order to identify suspected drug traffickers who Were 
\ contact with the target telephone. A DEA analyst would run 
le phone numbers on the print-out through a DEA database to see 
l those numbers had previously been identified as numbers used 
/ suspected drug traffickers- This information would then be 
deluded in the wiretap affidavit- In my wiretap affidavit for 
r7, I included a toll analysis section in which I identified 
Dur other telephones .that had been in contact with TT7 and that 
believed were used by persons involved in PCP manufacturing, 
he purpose of the toll analysis section was to support a showing 
f probable cause to believe that conversations about illegal 
rug activities would be intercepted on TT7 . 

9. I do not recall if I was aware, at the time I prepared 
he affidavit, that on one occasion, Len made a call to Newson 
sing a phone that was not TT7 . If I were aware of this fact, I 
ould not have included it in the wiretap affidavit because I 
ould not have considered it relevant to the issue of whether 
here was probable cause to believe that drug-related calls would 
e intercepted on TT7 . I also would not have considered Len's 
se of another telephone on one occasion to be evidence that Len 
"ived" at the address for that other phone, because Len could have 
iade a call from the residence of any number of acquaintances. 
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10. The attached list indicates that TT7 was in frequent 
ontact with phone numbers subscribed to Shaunte Davis, Shameka 

McGowan, Dynamic Development Unlimited, Ebony Carter, Shawnta 
hompson, Vickie Barner, and others.. I did not consider this 
nformation to be helpful in trying to determine Len's identity, 
ince I had no knowledge who these person were or how they were 
:onnected to Len. 

11. The Hon. Dickran Tevrizian, United States District 
lourt Judge for the Central District of California, approved the 
dretap application for Len's phone. Interception of TT7 began 
m February 13, 2003 and ended on February 28, 2003, when Len 
who by that time was identified as Leonard Brown) was arrested 
t an apartment at 207th Street and TT7 was seized. 

12. During the course of the 2002-2003 PCP investigation 
ef erred to above, the DEA arrested various individuals but 
eleased them without bringing charges against them, so as not to 
:eveal the existence of the wiretap investigation prematurely. 

)ne such individual was Milliard Hughes. Mr. Hughes was not a 
jovernment cooperator during this investigation. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is 
rue and correct. Executed this day of June, 2006, at. Los 

mgeles, California. 



CHRISTOPHER i OHN 7? 
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AFFIDAVIT OF LEONARD BROWN) 
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AFFIDAVIT OF LEONARD BROWN 

I Leonard Brown, duly sworn according to law, do hereby depose and state: 

I. 

I am a federal inmate serving a term of 212 months of incarceration in prison, 
that I am currently a resident at TCI Camp in Taft, CA. 

II. 

That I hold personal knowledge of that which I am about to set forth, in order 
to support the claims stated within the Complaint, and I am -willing to testify to 
these matters if the court or any party deems necessary: 

III. 

That on or about December 27, 2012, I filed a Freedom of Information/Privacy Act 
(FOI/PA) request, addressed to the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), I requested 
the unredacted January 13, 2004, DEA-6 report of investigation pertaining to the 
proffer of government witness Hilliard Hughes, I provided the (DEA) with a copy of 
the redacted January 13, 2004, DEA-6 report of investigation. ££C 

rex- A) 

IV. 

On or about January 28, 2013, I received a letter from the Drug Enforcement 
FOI/Recods Management Section located at 8701 Morrissette Drive, Springfield, Virginia 
22152, the letter indicated the case number 13-00159-F, and informaed me of the DEA f s 
denial of my F0IA request. 

V. 

On or about February 14, 2013, I filed an appeal to the Office of Information 
Policy. 

VI. 

On or about March 05, 2013, I receive a letter from the Office of Information 
Policy, which informed me of the assigned appeal number AP-2013-02144 . 
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AFFIDAVIT OF LEONARD BROWN 

VII. 

Om or about June 26, 2013, I received a letter fro the Office of Information 
Policy, which informed me that it had affirmed, on "modified grounds," DEA f s action 
on my FOIA request, pursuant to 5 U.S.C* § 552(b)(7)(C). 

VIII. 

That the disclosure of the unredacted five page January 13, 2004, DEA-6 report 
of investigation pertaining to the proffer of Government witness Hilliard Hughes 
would not reasonably be expected to constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 
personal privacy, based on the fact that Hughes was answering questions that did not 
require him to provide any personal information, see (EX. A) 

IX. 

That the five page January 13, 2004, DEA-6 report of investigation specifically 
at paragraph 8 will reveal that Hughes was an informant and that the Government 
fraudulently cocealed its use of Hilliard Hughes as a secret informant, in order to 
mislead the issuing wiretap Judge about the necessity for the TT7 wiretap and 
Hughes' ability to identify Len LNU as Leonard Brown, to assist in surveillance, to 
provide information about Len LNU aka Brown's illegal activities, and Hughes' will- 
ingness to testify as a Government witness, as a result of the PCP lab being found 
in his mother's garage on Jan. 24, 2003, which would have allowed the Government to 
accomplish the goals of its investigation without resorting to the wiretap, see (EX.B) 

X. 

That it is reasonable to conclude that the disclosure of the unredacted January 
13, 2004, DEA-6 report of investigation is in the overriding public interest in 
order to expose the G&V.ernment impropriety to public scrutiny, so that the public 
may be aware of the Government's ability to intentionally violate the 4th Amendment. 
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AFFIDAVIT OF LEONARD BROWN 
XI. 

I will testify to these matters, as being true and correct under the penalty 
of perjury to my knowledge and belief, if the court or any party deems it necessary 
to conduct an evidentiary hearing. 



XII. 



That further I sayetihnnot. 



Dated: this 




day of 





Leonard Brown Pro Se 
Reg. No. 25641-112 
P.O. Box 7001 Unit A4C 
Taft, CA. 93268 
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